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ABSTRACT
Government reports indicate that, on average, more than 3000 people die due to distracted
driving each year, accounting for nearly 10% of all fatal car crashes. Other reports claim that
two-thirds of fatal car accidents result from aggressive driving. Previous research has been
inconclusive regarding how personality impacts distracted and aggressive driving behaviors.
Therefore, the goal of this current study is to fill the gap in the literature concerning the role that
personality plays in distracted and aggressive driving behaviors. We also explored the role that
distracted and aggressive driving behaviors played in accident involvement. A sample of
(N=327) participants were recruited using social media and the UCF SONA System. They were
asked to self-report their driving behaviors and personality traits by completing a series of online
questionnaires (ADBQ, BFI, DBQ, DDQ, DEMO, and IPIP NEO PI-R). Using this data,
bivariate correlations were run using the Pearson Correlation Coefficients to determine the role
that personality (OCEAN) plays in distracted and aggressive driving behaviors. We used the
DDQ and the IPIP NEO PI-R to evaluate the relationship between personality and distracted
driving, and we found that personality traits: Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
and Neuroticism were all significant predictors of distracted driving. Openness was the only one
of the five personality traits to have no significant correlation. We used the ADBQ and the IPIP
NEO PI-R to assess the relationship between personality and aggressive driving, and we found
the same four personality traits: Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and
Neuroticism were all significant predictors of aggressive driving. Openness was, again, the only
one of the five personality traits to have no significant correlation. Backward regression analyses
were performed to determine what caused these relationships. The regression analysis displayed
trait subscales: Morality, Cooperation, Self Discipline, Activity Level, Excitement Seeking,
Anger, Emotionality, and Liberalism, each significantly contributed to driver distraction.
Another backward regression analysis reveals trait subscales: Morality, Self-Efficacy,
Dutifulness, Self Discipline, Anger, and Artistic Interests, each significantly contributed to driver
aggression.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
According to recent government reports, driver distraction is responsible for 14% of all
traffic accidents and 8% of fatal crashes (NHTSA, 2020). Other reports used data from the
Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) to find that 56% of fatal car accidents included
instances of driver aggression (Surface Transportation Policy Project, 1999). The World Health
Organization (WHO) found that car-related accidents were responsible for approximately 1.3
million lives lost yearly (WHO, 2021). Additionally, across the world, about 20 to 50 million
individuals are injured or disabled from car accidents annually (WHO, 2021). Automobile
accidents are the leading cause of death for people 5 to 29 years old (WHO, 2021). They also
saw that distracted driving is directly associated with the incidence of collisions (WHO, 2021).
Drivers who use their mobile devices while operating their automobiles are four times more
likely to experience a crash than those who refrain from using mobile devices (WHO, 2021).
WHO also found that while technology is advancing to allow hands-free phone usage, this has
not resulted in the reduction of accidents (WHO, 2021). While laws are being implemented to
prevent handheld phone usage, other driver distractions such as hand-free phone usage are being
permitted (Ishigami & Klein, 2009). Voice-command features available in some vehicles can be
just as dangerous even though they may make the driver believe they are safe (AAA, 2018).
About 60% of people report talking on a hands-free device, while about 49% of people report
talking on a handheld device (AAA, 2018). This illustrates that while technology in vehicles is
advancing, the risks may also increase (Ishigami & Klein, 2009). This begs the question of
whether society can use research on how personality impacts distracted driving to mitigate these
accidents.
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Despite all the advantages of driving cars, operating a vehicle is still an intricate function
requiring cognitive, visual, and motor skills (Karthaus & Falkenstein, 2016). Personality comes
into play in everything people do, including driving behaviors and certain distracted driving
tendencies (Clarke & Robertson, 2005; Ehsani et al., 2013). In fact, personality has a direct effect
on behavior (Feist, 2006). If safe driving behaviors include things like using a seat belt,
abstaining from speeding, and not drinking and driving, then personality could have an impact on
these behaviors (Shinar et al., 2001). A previous study saw a strong relationship between
personality traits such as thrill seeking, aggression, and altruism and driving behavior such as
speeding (Greaves & Ellison, 2011). The current study aims to evaluate how personality factors
may differ between those involved in a vehicular crash and those who have not. We will also be
assessing the distracted and aggressive driving behaviors displayed by those involved in crashes
along with those not involved in crashes. This could provide a better indicator for how to tailor
driver education to the individual based on their personality traits and further prove how
distracted and aggressive driving behaviors can directly influence driver safety. Educating
drivers about these dangers can teach them how to avoid collisions caused by various
distractions. Many studies have evaluated how personality impacts distracted driving; however,
ours is the first to assess how personality impacts distracted driving and aggressive driving in
those involved in car accidents as opposed to those that manage to avoid collisions.
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CHAPTER 2: RELEVANT RESEARCH
Accident Involvement
There are many ways that car accidents have been defined. The New England Journal of
Medicine (NEJM) defined motor-vehicle accidents as any collisions where the vehicle makes an
impact with people, animals, objects, other cars, trains, bicycles, streetcars, and non-collision
such as swerving off the road or flipping over (NEJM, 1954). In this paper, accident involvement
in relation to cars is defined as any road collision that results in a bodily injury, damage to a
vehicle, or damage to property. The injuries or damage do not need to be severe, but because of
the multitude of ways a car accident can be defined, these are the specific criteria in this study.
Types of Distracted Driving Behaviors
According to government reports, there are 13 factors related to distracted driving (Stutts
et al., 2001). These factors include items, events, or people, interaction with the radio or a CD,
other occupants, moving items in the car, using things or devices built into the car, touching the
controls in the car, adjusting the AC, eating and drinking, dialing a cellphone, talking on a
cellphone, smoking, unknown distractions, and other types of distractions (Stutts et al., 2001). To
be a safe driver, it is imperative that the person operating the vehicle always keeps their eyes and
mind on the road (AAA, 2019). The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
defines distracted driving as anything that is done while driving that draws attention away from
safely operating an automobile (NHTSA, 2019). Examples of distracted driving are cell phone
usage, navigation systems, music, and even passengers. In 2019, 3,142 people lost their lives as a
result of distracted driving (NHTSA, 2019). The NHTSA says that the three main types of
distractions are visual, manual, and cognitive (NHTSA, 2010).
3

Distraction is defined in the Oxford Dictionary as: “Diversion of the mind, attention, etc.,
from a particular object or course; the fact of having one's attention or concentration disturbed by
something” (Shorter Oxford English Dictionary on Historical Principles, 2002). About 44.9% of
people report reading messages while driving, while about 34.6% of people report sending a
message while driving (AAA, 2018). Many believe that the only distraction while driving is
using a phone, GPS system, or interacting with a passenger, but one’s own thoughts can be
distractions as well (Louie & Mouloua, 2019). In a previous study, participants were asked to
complete a task in which they had to remember a list of ingredients and calculate the price of
each food while driving (Louie & Mouloua, 2019). They found that participants who were
driving while engaging in this working memory activity took significantly more time to break
when needed, such as at a yellow light (Louie & Mouloua, 2019). Another article discusses the
general definition of distracted driving as focusing one's attention on a task unrelated to driving
instead of their attention remaining on tasks that are important for driving safely (Lee et al.,
2008). There are growing research accounts indicating that distracted driving behaviors are
involved in accident incidents. One study found that over 22 percent of all accidents are caused
by secondary-task distraction (Klauer et al., 2006). Another study found that 25 to 30 percent of
accidents are caused by distracted driving (Wang et al., 1996). This paper is going to consider
those who have been involved in accidents and assess which particular distracted driving
behaviors they exhibit.
Aggressive Driving and Road Rage Behaviors
AAA defined aggressive driving as dangerous driving behaviors that are done purposely
with malice while ignoring safety procedures (AAA, 2019). Some examples of aggressive

4

driving are tailgating, blocking the way of other cars when they try to pass, weaving through
traffic, slowing down after cutting off another driver, speeding in traffic, not signaling when
changing lanes, and running red lights (AAA, 2019). In the past, aggressive driving has been
defined as driving a car in a way that does or can harm people or belongings (NHTSA, 1999).
Another study defined aggressive driving as dysfunctional driving behavior that risks public
safety (Houston et al., 2003). It has been estimated that aggressive driving is responsible for two
out of three of all fatal car accidents (Goodwin et al., 2015). There are many possible causes of
aggressive driving behaviors, but sociologists believe it is caused by detachment in society and
division in values (NHTSA, 2004). Numerous psychologists credit driver aggression with the
strength of a vehicle and how anonymous the nature of driving an automobile is (NHTSA, 2004).
Aggressive driving is risky and can result in dangerous driving behaviors (Deffenbacher et al.,
2003). In a 2017 AAA study, they found that about 42% of participants reported running a red
light in the past 30 days when they had the ability to come to a stop safely (AAA, 2018). They
also reported that about 50% of participants sped on the freeways, and about 47% sped in
residential areas (AAA, 2018). One study explains that becoming angry while driving can
compel drivers to take on risky driving behaviors (Deffenbacher et al., 1994). They continue to
explain that aggressive driving has been related to almost getting into accidents, concentration
issues, and losing control of a vehicle (Deffenbacher et al., 1994).
The Role of Personality in Aggressive and Distracted Driving Behavior
When evaluating the factors that initiate many distracted driving tendencies, a person's
individual differences can be a significant component (Beirness, 1993). It may be possible to use
individual differences such as personality to predict risky driving behavior and crash
involvement (Lucidi et al., 2019). Personality can determine someone's attitude toward driver
5

safety as well as their driving style and risky driving behaviors (Beirness, 1993). Personality
traits are an individual's thoughts, behaviors, and feelings that appear consistent in a generally
regular pattern (APA). Personality traits have been defined as patterns among an individual's
thoughts, behaviors, and feelings that have several elements that make up the fundamental
aspects of a personality (McCrae & Costa, 1997). This study is focused on McCrae and Costa’s
“Big Five'' personality model because it is one of the most common models of personality
(McCrae & Costa, 1997). The “Big Five” personality model includes Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (OCEAN) (McCrae & Costa,
1997). Openness encompasses fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values (McCrae &
Costa, 1997). Conscientiousness involves competence, order, dutifulness, achievement striving,
self-discipline, and deliberations (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Extroversion includes warmth,
gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking, and positive emotions. Agreeableness
incorporates trust, straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, Modesty, and tendermindedness
(McCrae & Costa, 1997). Neuroticism covers anxiety, angry hostility, depression, selfconsciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability (McCrae & Costa, 1997).
In 2016 distracted-related accidents accounted for 9.2 percent of the fatalities (NHTSA,
2017). It is imperative to investigate the factors that go into distracted driving behaviors. There
have been quite a few studies that have investigated how personality impacts distracted driving
(Parr et al., 2016; Braitman & Braitman, 2017; Sween et al., 2017; Arthur & Graziano, 1996;
Lansdown, 2012; Niranjan et al., 2022). One study examined whether age and personality play a
role in distracted driving behaviors. They gathered 120 participants, 48 of whom were teens and
72 of whom were older adults (Parr et al., 2016). They found that personality traits might be key
factors in predicting distracted driving, but the related personality traits may vary across age
6

groups (Parr et al., 2016). It was determined that teens with higher-level personality traits such as
Openness and Conscientiousness were more likely to use their phones and text while driving
(Parr et al., 2016). On the other hand, higher levels of Agreeableness resulted in fewer cases of
texting or using their phones while driving (Parr et al., 2016). When studying older adults, higher
levels of the personality trait Extraversion predicted that they were more likely to be talking on
or interacting with their phones while driving, but no other personality trait was found to be
notably related to distracted driving (Parr et al., 2016).
A second study collected 266 participants and found that the traits of extraversion were
predictors of distracted driving, but Conscientiousness was not found to be connected (Braitman
& Braitman, 2017). A different author found Extraversion and Conscientiousness were both
predictors of distracted driving behavior (Lansdown, 2012). There was contradictory information
found in one article, which discovered that extraversion was not linked to distracted driving
(Sween et al., 2017). However, this study used an alternative model of personality, HEXICO,
which is closely linked to the Big 5 model, with the biggest difference being the addition of a
sixth factor, honesty/humility (Sween et al., 2017). They revealed that Openness in teenagers
was related to distracted driving and low levels of Agreeableness correspond with risky driving
(Sween et al., 2017).
Another study used cognitive failures as a mediating factor between the big five
personality traits (OCEAN) and distracted driving behaviors (Niranjan et al., 2022). They found
that Extraversion, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness each play significant parts
in distracted driving behaviors (Niranjan et al., 2022). They found no relationship between
Openness and distracted driving behaviors (Niranjan et al., 2022). A previous article found
Extraversion was significantly related to accident involvement (Arthur & Graziano, 1996). In
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terms of at-fault accidents, Extroversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness were all significantly
linked because participants with traits of Extraversion and Openness reported more at-fault
accidents, and participants with traits of Conscientiousness reported fewer at-fault accidents
(Arthur & Graziano, 1996). To date, the research on distracted driving has been inconclusive
with regard to the role of personality factors in distracted driving.
Similar to distracted driving, the research on aggressive driving has been inconclusive in
regard to the role of personality factors in aggressive driving behaviors. There are a plethora of
studies that have looked into how personality relates to aggressive driving (Anitei et al., 2014;
Britt & Garrity, 2006, Chraif et al., 2016; Dahlen al., 2012; Harris et al., 2014; Iancu et al., 2016;
Jovanović et al., 2011). One study hypothesized that extraversion would be positively related to
aggressive driving while Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism would
be negatively related to aggressive driving (Dahlen et al., 2012). They found that
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness were each negatively related to aggressive driving, while
Neuroticism was positively related (Dahlen et al., 2012). Extraversion and Openness were both
unrelated to aggressive driving (Dahlen et al., 2012). Another study had similar results, except
Openness was found to be a significant association with aggressive driving behaviors (Anitei et
al., 2014). They found Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness were all
negatively related to aggressive driving behavior (Anitei et al., 2014). Extraversion was the only
personality trait not found to have any significant relationship to aggressive driving (Anitei et al.,
2014).
One study chose to take a look at previous literature in regard to the relationship between
personality and driver aggression (Iancu et al., 2016). They focused on literature regarding
personality traits Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Extraversion (Iancu et al., 2016). They found
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weak associations between aggressive driving behaviors and Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and
Extraversion (Iancu et al., 2016). Another paper evaluated the relationship between the Big Five
personality traits and road rage (Britt & Garrity, 2006). They found that higher
Conscientiousness and Agreeableness resulted in less aggressive behavior, while higher
Extroversion resulted in more aggressive behavior (Britt & Garrity, 2006). Similarly, Jovanović
et al., (2011) result revealed that higher levels of both Agreeableness and Conscientiousness led
to more aggressive driving (Jovanović et al., 2011).
Harris et al., (2014) used a new questionnaire called the Prosocial and Aggressive
Driving Inventory (PADI) to look into the relationship between aggressive driving and
personality traits (Harris et al., 2014). They found that higher levels of Openness,
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness resulted in less aggressive driving behaviors and higher
levels of Extraversion led to more aggressive driving behaviors (Harris et al., 2014). Another
article exploring the connection between personality and aggressive driving revealed that higher
levels of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness lead to less aggressive driving behaviors and
higher levels of Neuroticism lead to more (Chraif et al., 2016). They found no significant
correlation between aggressive driving and personality traits of Extraversion and Openness
(Chraif et al., 2016). The current study aims to establish the gap in the literature and further
examine the extent to which personality factors can mitigate the relationship between aggressive
and distracted driving and their relationship to accident involvement. It was hypothesized that the
five personality factors would be significantly associated with aggressive and distracted driving
behaviors.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
Current Study
To date, research on distracted and aggressive driving behavior has been inconclusive
regarding the role of individual differences and personality factors in distracted driving and
aggressive driving. The goal of the current study aims to establish the gap in the literature and
further examine the extent to which individual differences and personality factors can mitigate
the relationship between aggressive and distracted driving behaviors and accident involvement. It
is hypothesized that five personality factors would be significantly related to distracted and
aggressive driving behaviors. The majority of previous research focuses on personality in its
larger form rather than in its subscales, we intend to investigate both.
Biological Sex Differences in Distracted and Aggressive Driving
In this study, when mentioning biological sex, we are referring to the sex chromosomes,
reproductive organs, and genitalia one was born with (Callaghan, 2015). A previous study found
some differences in driving behaviors of females and males (Barr et al., 2015). The study
surveyed 756 high school students, 52% of whom were male and 48% of whom were female
(Barr et al., 2015). They found that females were significantly more likely to wear their seatbelts,
and they were also significantly more likely to require their front-seat passengers to wear
seatbelts than males (Barr et al., 2015). Females were also more likely to expect their back-seat
passengers to wear seatbelts, but the difference was not significant for males (Barr et al., 2015).
Significantly more males were reported to have received traffic tickets than females, and males
also reported carrying out significantly more distracted driving behaviors than females (Barr et
al., 2015). In another study, they evaluated whether sex made a difference in older individuals
10

failing an on-road test (Classen et al., 2013). They found no significant difference in the number
of driving errors made by males or females (Classen et al., 2013). However, they found females
to have a 22% higher chance of passing the on-road test (Classen et al., 2013).
NHTSA found that males are slightly more likely to have a near-crash or crash occur than
females, but females have slightly more phone engagement than males (Tison et al., 2011). Men
were more likely to use the navigation system, but women were more likely to interact with
children while driving (Tison et al., 2011). Past studies have revealed that men are more likely to
exhibit aggression in traffic than women are, are more likely to like violence, and are prone to
misbehaving while driving (Anitei et al., 2014).
Cellphone Usage in Relation to Distracted Driving
NHTSA found that there were not many circumstances in which drivers would refuse to
send a message or talk on the phone at the same time as they are driving (Tison et al., 2011). The
study describes how 77% of participants answer more calls than they make while driving, and
they also report reading more texts than they write (Tison et al., 2011). The participants claim
that the choice of whether they answer is determined by how important they believe the call or
message is (Tison et al., 2011). 54% of respondents say that talking on the phone has no impact
on how well they drive, and 25% of respondents reported that sending a message has no impact
on how well they drive (Tison et al., 2011).
Research Hypothesis
H1: Agreeableness will be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors.
H2: Conscientiousness will be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors.
H3: Extraversion will be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors.
11

H4: Neuroticism will be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors.
H5: Openness will be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors.
H6: Agreeableness will be significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
H7: Conscientiousness will be significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
H8: Extraversion will be significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
H9: Neuroticism will be significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
H10: Openness will be significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors.
H11: Distracted driving will be significantly associated with accident involvement.
H12: Aggressive driving will be significantly associated with accident involvement.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY
Design
The present study used a correlational design to make predictions about the relationship
between distracted and aggressive driving and the FFM personality factors (Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism). The surveys were
administered online using Qualtrics.
A power analysis using the G-Power 3.1 statistical program (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, &
Buchner, 2007) was conducted to establish the appropriate participant number necessary for this
study. The power analysis was performed to determine the appropriate sample size with eight
predictors, and it was determined that a sample of N=109 was necessary to conduct this study.
This power analysis assumed a medium effect size with a power of .80 with a significance of .05.
Participants
A sample of (N=327), including 205 females and 122 males, took part in this study.
Participants ages ranged from 18 to 79. Most participants were recruited from the University of
Central Florida (UCF) Sona System and received extra course credit as part of their participation.
The rest of the participants were recruited via social media. The UCF IRB approved all
recruitment methods. All participants were required to have a valid driver’s license and be
currently driving. All participants were treated according to the American Psychological
Association’s research and ethical guidelines.
Study Materials
Big Five Inventory
13

(BFI: John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; John Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; Benet-Martinez, & John,
1998)
The Big Five Inventory (BFI) is a survey meant to measure a participant’s personality
using The Five-Factor Model, which uses the “Big Five” personality traits; Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. The survey is 44 questions
long and is evaluated using a 5-point Likert scale with the possible responses (Disagree Strongly,
Disagree a Little, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree a Little, Agree Strongly)(John et al., 1991,
2008). We are using this questionnaire because it is a quick survey that will help prevent fatigue
and is very reliable (mean Cronbach’s alpha =.83) (John & Srivastava, 1999). Another study
assessed the reliability of BFI in a community college setting and found that alpha was over .70
(Ward, 2016).
Driver Behavior Questionnaire
(DBQ; Reason, Manstead, Stradline, Baxter, & Campbell, 1990)
The Driver Behavior Questionnaire (DBQ), developed by (Reason et al., 1990), is being
used to measure driver behaviors in relation to accidents. The survey asks participants to selfreport how often they engage in different driving violations and errors (Reason et al., 1990). The
survey is 15-items long and is evaluated using a 6-point Likert scale with the possible responses
(Never, Hardly Ever, Occasionally, Quite Often, Frequently, Nearly all the Time)(Reason et al.,
1990). The DBQ is popular and reliable, with an alpha coefficient of 0.83 (Varmazyar et al.,
2014). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for errors was .87, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for
lapses was .88 (Nakagawa et al., 2013).
Distracted Driving Questionnaire
14

(Gliklich et al., 2016)
The Distracted Driving Survey (DDS) is meant to measure how often participants engage
in distracted driving behaviors linked to cell phone usage (Gliklich et al., 2016). It is an 11-items
long self-report survey and is evaluated using a 5-point Likert scale with the possible responses
(Always, Most of the Time, Some of the Time, Rarely, Never) (Gliklich et al., 2016). This
survey was chosen because its short nature will reduce fatigue, only taking about 2 minutes to
finish. The survey was also found to have high reliability and internal consistency, with its
Cronbach’s alpha at 0.94 (Gliklich et al., 2016).
IPIP NEO-PI-R
(Maples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014)
The IPIP NEO-PI-R is a questionnaire that assesses a participant’s personality using
measures of the FFM (Maples et al., 2014). The IPIP NEO-PI-R is an adapted version of the
original and highly used IPIP-NEO (Goldberg, 1999), which is 300-items long. We opted to use
the shorter 120-item IPIP NEO-PI-R to reduce the chances of fatigue in our participants (Maples
et al., 2014). The 120-items self-report survey is evaluated using a 5-point Likert scale using the
possible responses (Very Inaccurate, Moderately Inaccurate, Neither Accurate nor Inaccurate,
Moderately Accurate, Very Accurate) (Maples et al., 2014). IPIP NEO-PI-R is a respected
personality measurement and is reliable, indicating an acceptable internal consistency with
Cronbach’s alpha of .91 (Maples et al., 2014).
Aggressive Driver Behavior Questionnaire
(ADBQ; Mouloua et al., 2007)
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The Aggressive Driver Behavior Questionnaire (ADBQ) is a survey that is meant to
measure how often participants exhibit aggressive driving behaviors (Mouloua et al., 2007). The
20-item long survey was composed of 19 out of 75 factors that played the most valid roles in
aggressive driving behavior (Mouloua et al., 2007). The survey answers are self-reported and are
evaluated using a 6-point Likert scale using the possible responses (Never, Hardly at all,
Occasionally, Often, Quite Frequently, Nearly All the Time) (Mouloua et al., 2007). The survey
has four subscales which are speeding, aggression, judging other drivers, and overt expression
(Gurda, 2012). The ADBQ has good reliability and internal consistency, with its Cronbach’s
alpha at .86 (Gurda, 2012).
Demographics and Driving History Questionnaire
(DDHQ)
The Demographic and Driving History Questionnaire (DDHQ) is being used to evaluate
participants’ individual differences such as gender, age, eyesight, and dominant hand. There are
questions related to car accident involvement which is imperative to our study. The survey is also
used to ensure all participants have a valid driver’s license. The questionnaire is 17-items long,
and the answers are self-reported.
Procedure
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) before participants
were selected and given materials. The University of Central Florida supplied Qualtrics software
that contained the materials. All participants provided their consent to take part in the study and
each possessed a valid driver’s license. The survey was organized in a way to avoid fatigue in
those who partook in the study. The purpose of the study was to determine whether personality
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factors predict distracted and aggressive driving behaviors. This study also looked into the
relationship between accident involvement and distracted and aggressive driving. The
participants were asked to answer survey questions related to their distracted driving behaviors,
personality, aggressive driving behaviors, phone usage, demographics, and driving history. To
determine personality, we used the Five-Factor Model, which includes Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism.
Data Collection and Analysis
Data was collected from the surveys and entered into a statistical program for the Social
Sciences (SPSS, version 20.). The method of online surveys was selected because it was easily
accessible due to its self-administered nature, and the probability of data error is low. A series of
multiple correlations were performed on various predictor and outcome variables. In addition, a
series of multiple regression analyses were performed in order to examine what facets of a
personality significantly relate to both distracted and aggressive driving behaviors. The
correlations determined whether a relationship exists between personality and those driving
behaviors, and the regressions determined which facets of personality were responsible for that
relationship. The regressions and correlations assessed whether personality predicts distracted
and aggressive driving and whether distracted and aggressive driving behaviors predicted car
accident involvement. The outcome variables were distracted driving, aggressive driving, and car
accident involvement. The predictor variables were personality and distracted driving, and
aggressive driving behaviors.
We used the Five-Factor Model of personality to evaluate five different personality traits,
Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (McCrae & Costa,
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1997). We used a distracted driving and an aggressive driving survey where participants were
asked to self-report what distracted and aggressive driving behaviors they had experienced.
Entries with non-responses were deleted, leaving 327 participants. We hypothesized that each of
these five personality traits would be significantly related to distracted and aggressive driving
behaviors. We also hypothesized that distracted and aggressive driving were strongly related to
accident involvement. Outliers were removed from variables so means and parametric analysis
would not be distorted by unusual variables. To determine which values are outliers, a box plot
was run in SPSS, which showed the values that were outside of the quartiles around the mean
that were outliers. Four outliers were removed from aggressive driving, one outlier was removed
from BFI and IPIP Agreeableness, two outliers were removed from IPIP Conscientiousness,
three outliers were removed from BFI Conscientiousness, and Openness, and five outliers were
removed from IPIP Extraversion.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS
Reliability Analyses
The reliability of each scale and subscale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. The
ADBQ (20 items) and DDQ (10 items) had high reliability (ADBQ: Cronbach’s α = .87; DDQ:
Cronbach’s α = .86). This is consistent with previous research that found Cronbach’s α = 0.94 for
the DDQ and Cronbach’s α = .86 for the ADBQ (Gurda, 2012; Gliklich et al., 2016). The
reliability of the BFI personality measure was determined by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for
each of the BFI subscales OCEAN (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness,
and Neuroticism). All were found to have high reliability (Openness: Cronbach’s α = .79;
Conscientiousness: Cronbach’s α = .81; Extraversion: Cronbach’s α = .84; Agreeableness:
Cronbach’s α = .78; Neuroticism: Cronbach’s α = .83). The internal consistency for the BFI is
similar to what has been seen in previous literature (John & Srivastava, 1999; Ward, 2016). One
study found a mean Cronbach’s α of .83 and another found that all Cronbach’s α were over .70
(John & Srivastava, 1999; Ward, 2016). The reliability of the IPIP NEO PI-R personality
measures was evaluated by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for each IPIP personality traits OCEAN
(Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism). All were found
to have high reliability (Openness: Cronbach’s α = .82; Conscientiousness: Cronbach’s α = .90;
Extraversion: Cronbach’s α = .90; Agreeableness: Cronbach’s α = .86; Neuroticism: Cronbach’s
α = .89). The IPIP NEO-PI-R has been shown to be reliable in previous literature as well with
Cronbach’s α of .91 (Maples et al., 2014).
The IPIP further breaks OCEAN down into subscales, and the reliability of these
subscales was determined using Cronbach’s Alpha. The IPIP subscales for Openness are
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Imagination, Artistic Interests, Emotionality, Adventurousness, Intellect, and Liberalism. The
IPIP subscales Imagination, Intellect, and Liberalism had high reliability (Imagination:
Cronbach’s α = .83; Intellect: Cronbach’s α = .78, Liberalism α = .76). The IPIP subscales
Artistic Interests, Emotionality, and Adventurousness had moderate reliability (Artistic Interests:
Cronbach’s α = .69; Emotionality: Cronbach’s α = .68; Adventurousness: Cronbach’s α = .71).
The IPIP subscales for Conscientiousness are Self-Efficacy, Orderliness, Dutifulness,
Achievement Striving, Self-Discipline, and Cautiousness. The IPIP subscales Self-Efficacy,
Dutifulness, Self-Discipline, and Cautiousness had high reliability (Self-Efficacy: Cronbach’s α
= .85; Dutifulness: Cronbach’s α = .73; Self Discipline: Cronbach’s α = .86; Cautiousness:
Cronbach’s α = .87). The IPIP subscales Orderliness, and Achievement Striving had moderate
reliability (Orderliness: Cronbach’s α = .69; Achievement Striving: Cronbach’s α = .72).
The IPIP subscales for Extraversion are Friendliness and Gregariousness. Assertiveness,
Activity level, Excitement Seeking, and Cheerfulness. The IPIP subscales Friendliness,
Gregariousness, Assertiveness, and Excitement Seeking had high reliability (Friendliness:
Cronbach’s α = .83; Gregariousness: Cronbach’s α = .81; Assertiveness: Cronbach’s α = .81;
Excitement Seeking: Cronbach’s α = .76). The IPIP subscales Activity Level and Cheerfulness
had moderate reliability (Activity Level: Cronbach’s α = .70; Cheerfulness: Cronbach’s α = .72).
The IPIP subscales for Agreeableness are Trust, Morality, Altruism, Cooperation,
Modesty, and Sympathy. The IPIP subscales Trust, Altruism, and Cooperation had high
reliability (Trust: Cronbach’s α = .82; Altruism: Cronbach’s α = .75; Cooperation: Cronbach’s α
= .76). The IPIP subscales Morality, Modesty, and Sympathy had moderate reliability (Morality:
Cronbach’s α = .70, Modesty: Cronbach’s α = .70, Sympathy: Cronbach’s α = .60).
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The IPIP subscales for Neuroticism are Anxiety, Anger, Depression, Self-Consciousness,
Immoderation, and Vulnerability. The IPIP subscales Anxiety, Anger, and Depression had high
reliability (Anxiety: Cronbach’s α = .78; Anger: Cronbach’s α = .82; Depression = .90). The IPIP
subscales Self-Consciousness, Immoderation, and Vulnerability had moderate reliability (SelfConsciousness: Cronbach’s α = .61; Immoderation: Cronbach’s α = .64; Vulnerability:
Cronbach’s α= .72).
Bivariate Correlations
IPIP Agreeableness
(See Table 1)
Bivariate correlations were performed for the IPIP traits and distracted and aggressive
driving behaviors. The negative correlation between Agreeableness and distracted driving was
significant (r (324) = -.151, p = .006). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6
Agreeableness subscales (A1: Trust, A2: Morality, A3: Altruism, A4: Cooperation, A5:
Modesty, and A6: Sympathy). The negative correlation between A2 Morality and Distracted
Driving was significant (r (325) = -.342, p = <.001). The negative correlation between A4
Cooperation and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = -.148, p = .007). The negative
correlation between A5 Modesty and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = -.205, p =
<.001). No significant correlation between A1 Trust, A3 Altruism, and A6 Sympathy and
Distracted Driving was found.
The negative correlation between Agreeableness and aggressive driving was significant
(r(320) = -.150, p = .007). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Agreeableness
subscales (A1: Trust, A2: Morality, A3: Altruism, A4: Cooperation, A5: Modesty, and A6:
Sympathy). The negative correlation between A2 Morality and Aggressive Driving was
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significant (r (321) = -.321, p = <.001). The negative correlation between A4 Cooperation and
aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.259, p = <.001). The negative correlation between
A5 Modesty and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.118, p = .034). No significant
correlation between A1 Trust, A3 Altruism, and A6 Sympathy and aggressive driving was found.
Table 1: IPIPA Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
-.150**
-.006
-.321**
.059
-.259**
-.118*
.033

Aggression
Distraction
IPIPA
A1Trust
A2Morality
A3Altruism
A4Cooperation
A5Modesty
A6Sympathy

Distraction
.592**
1.0
-.151**
.019
-.342**
.064
-.148**
-.205**
.023

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

IPIP Conscientiousness
(See Table 2)
The negative correlation between Conscientiousness and distracted driving was
significant (r (323) = -.114, p = .041). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6
Conscientiousness subscales (C1: Self-Efficacy, C2: Orderliness, C3: Dutifulness, C4:
Achievement Striving, C5: Self Discipline, C6: Cautiousness). The positive correlation between
C1 Self-Efficacy and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .119, p = .031). The negative
correlation between C5 Self Discipline and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = -.156, p
= .005). The negative correlation between C6 Cautiousness and distracted driving was significant
(r (325) = -.267, p = <.001). No significant correlation between C2 Orderliness, C3 Dutifulness,
and C4 Achievement Striving was found.
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The negative correlation between Conscientiousness and aggressive driving is significant
(r(319) = -.114, p = .041). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Conscientiousness
subscales (C1: Self-Efficacy, C2: Orderliness, C3: Dutifulness, C4: Achievement Striving, C5:
Self Discipline, C6: Cautiousness). The positive correlation between C1 Self-Efficacy and
aggressive driving is significant (r (321) = .143, p = .010). The negative correlation between C5
Self Discipline and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.225, p = <.001). The negative
correlation between C6 Cautiousness and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.286, p =
<.001). No significant correlation between C2 Orderliness, C3 Dutifulness, C4 Achievement
Striving, and aggressive driving was found.
Table 2: IPIPC Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
-.114*
.143**
-.053
-.020
.070
-.225*
-.286**

Aggression
Distraction
IPIPC
C1Self-Efficacy
C2Orderliness
C3Dutifulness
C4AchievementStriving
C5SelfDiscipline
C6Cautiousness

Distraction
.592**
1.0
-.114*
.119*
-.045
-.081
.089
-.156**
-.267**

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

IPIP Extraversion
(See Table 3)
The positive correlation between Extraversion and distracted driving was (r (320) = .275,
p = <.001). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Extraversion subscales (E1:
Friendliness, E2: Gregariousness, E3: Assertiveness, E4: Activity Level, E5: Excitement
Seeking, and E6: Cheerfulness). The positive correlation between E1 Friendliness and distracted
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driving was significant (r (325) = .165, p = .003). The positive correlation between E2
Gregariousness and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = 212, p = <.001). The positive
correlation between E3 Assertiveness and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .154, p =
.005). The positive correlation between E4 Activity Level and distracted driving was significant
(r (325) = .168, p = .002). The positive correlation between E5 Excitement Seeking and
distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .369, p = <.001). The positive correlation between
E6 Cheerfulness and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .181, p = .001).
The positive correlation between Extraversion and aggressive driving was significant (r
(316) = .118, p = .036). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Extraversion
subscales (E1: Friendliness, E2: Gregariousness, E3: Assertiveness, E4: Activity Level, E5:
Excitement Seeking, and E6: Cheerfulness). The positive correlation between E1 Friendliness
and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .131, p = .019). The positive correlation
between E5 Excitement Seeking and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .256, p =
<.001). The positive correlation between E6 Cheerfulness and aggressive driving was significant
(r (321) = .122, p = .028). No significant correlation between E2 Gregariousness, E3
Assertiveness, and E4 Activity Level and aggressive driving was found.
Table 3: IPIPE Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
.118*
.131*
.083
.091
.089
.256**
.122*

Aggression
Distraction
IPIPE
E1Friendliness
E2Gregariousness
E3Assertiveness
E4Activity Level
E5Excitement Seeking
E6Cheerfulness
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Distraction
.592**
1.0
.275**
.165**
.212**
.154**
.168**
.369**
.181**

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

IPIP Neuroticism
(See Table 4)
The positive correlation between Neuroticism and distracted driving was significant (r
(325) = .187, p = <.001). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Neuroticism
subscales (N1: Anxiety, N2: Anger, N3: Depression, N4 Self Consciousness, N5 Immoderation,
N6 Vulnerability). The positive correlation between N1 Anxiety and distracted driving was
significant (r (325) = .202, p = <.001). The positive correlation between N2 Anger and distracted
driving was significant (r (325) = 201, p = <.001). The positive correlation between N3
Depression and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .144, p = .009). The positive
correlation between N5 Immoderation and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .145, p =
.009). No significant correlation between N4 Self Consciousness and N6 Vulnerability and
distracted driving was found.
The positive correlation between Neuroticism and aggressive driving was significant (r
(321) = .288, p = <.001). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Neuroticism
subscales (N1: Anxiety, N2: Anger, N3: Depression, N4 Self Consciousness, N5 Immoderation,
N6 Vulnerability). The positive correlation between N1 Anxiety and aggressive driving was
significant (r (321) = .277, p = <.001). The positive correlation between N2 Anger and
aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .366, p = <.001). The positive correlation between
N3 Depression and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .270, p = <.001). The positive
correlation between N5 Immoderation and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .112, p =
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.045). No significant correlation between N4 Self Consciousness and N6 Vulnerability and
aggressive driving was found.
Table 4: IPIPN Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
.288**
.277**
.366**
.270**
.065
.122*
.047

Aggression
Distraction
IPIPN
N1Anxiety
N2Anger
N3Depression
N4Self Consciousness
N5Immoderation
N6Vulnerability

Distraction
.592**
1.0
.187**
.202**
.201**
.144**
.029
.145**
.030

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

IPIP Openness
(See Table 5)
The correlation between Openness and distracted driving was not significant (r (325) =
.020, p = .713). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Openness subscales (O1:
Imagination, O2: Artistic Interests, O3: Emotionality, O4: Adventurousness, O5: Intellect, O6:
Liberalism). The positive correlation between O1 Imagination and distracted driving was
significant (r (325) = .274, p = <.001). The positive correlation between O3 Emotionality and
distracted driving was significant (r (325) = 116, p = .036). The negative correlation between O6
Liberalism and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = -.149, p = .007). No significant
correlation between O2 Artistic Interests, O4 Adventurousness, and O5 Intellect and Distracted
Driving was found.
The correlation between Openness and aggressive driving was not significant (r (321) = .023, p = .675). Bivariate correlations were also calculated for the 6 Openness subscales (O1:
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Imagination, O2: Artistic Interests, O3: Emotionality, O4: Adventurousness, O5: Intellect, O6:
Liberalism). The positive correlation between O1 Imagination and Aggressive Driving was
significant (r (321) = .230, p = <.001). The negative correlation between O2 Artistic Interests and
aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.140, p = .012). The negative correlation between
O4 Adventurousness and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = -.215, p = <.001). No
significant correlation between O3 Emotionality, O5 Intellect, and O6 Liberalism and aggressive
driving was found
Table 5: IPIPO Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
-.023
.230**
-.140*
.093
-.215**
-.098
.005

Aggression
Distraction
IPIPO
O1Imagination
O2Artistic Interests
O3Emotionality
O4Adventurousness
O5Intellect
O6Liberalism

Distraction
.592**
1.0
.020
.274**
-.068
.116*
-.086
-.006
-.149**

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

BFI (OCEAN) Personality Traits
(See Table 6)
Bivariate correlations were performed for the BFI with distracted and aggressive driving
behaviors. The correlation between BFI Agreeableness and distracted driving was not significant
(r (324) = -.028, p = .610). The negative correlation between BFI Agreeableness and aggressive
driving was significant (r (320) = -.119, p = .033). The negative correlation between BFI
Conscientiousness and distracted driving was significant (r (322) = -.168, p = .002). The negative
correlation between BFI Conscientiousness and aggressive driving was significant (r (318) = 27

.158, p = .005). The positive correlation between BFI Extraversion and distracted driving was
significant (r (325) = .111, p = .045). The correlation between BFI Extraversion and aggressive
driving was not significant (r (321) = .000, p = 1.000). The positive correlation between BFI
Neuroticism and distracted driving was significant (r (325) = .162, p = .003). The positive
correlation between BFI Neuroticism and aggressive driving was significant (r (321) = .250, p =
<.001). The correlation between BFI Openness and distracted driving was not significant (r (322)
= .089, p = .110). The correlation between BFI Openness and aggressive driving was not
significant (r (318) = .058, p = .302).
Table 6: BFI Correlation Table
Aggression
1.0
.592**
-.119*
-.158**
.000
.250**
.058

Aggression
Distraction
BFIA
BFIC
BFIE
BFIN
BFIO

Distraction
.592**
1.0
-.028
-.168**
.111*
.162**
.089

* p < .05 level (2-tailed)
**p < 0.1 level (2-tailed)

Accident Involvement
Bivariate correlations were performed for Accident Involvement with distracted and
aggressive driving behaviors. The correlation between Accident Involvement and distracted
driving was not significant (r (325) = .051, p = .361). The correlation between Accident
Involvement and aggressive driving was not significant (r (321) = -.062, p = .267). There could
be no significant relationship because the majority of participants were college aged, and a
significant correlation showed that the older you are, the more likely you are to be in an accident
(r(323) = .461, p < .001). A T-test showed the mean age of people in accidents was 35 while the
mean age of people not in accidents was 21.
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Multiple Regression Analyses
Distraction
Several multiple regression algorithms were run to find a model that best explains
predictors of distracted driving. The backward regression accounted for 25 percent of the
distracted driving score (R² = .251, R² Adjusted = .232, F(8, 318)=13.332, p < .001). The
independent variables were Liberalism, Anger, Activity Level, Emotionality, Cooperation, SelfDiscipline, Excitement Seeking, and Morality. Ultimately backward regression was the best fit
because it had the highest R², and so we, therefore, focused on the backward regression model.
The coefficients in the backward model were A2 Morality, A4 Cooperation, C5 Self
Discipline, E4 Activity Level, E5 Excitement Seeking, N2 Anger, O3 Emotionality, and O6
Liberalism and were found to be significant predictors of distracted driving. A higher score in the
following coefficients would lower the distraction score by the beta (Self-Discipline = -.176,
Morality = -.599, Liberalism = -.246). A higher score in the following coefficient would raise the
distraction score by the beta (Cooperation = .330, Activity Level = .238, Excitement Seeking =
.341, Anger = .234, Emotionality = .222).
The regression equation is below:
Distraction = (-.599 * A2Morality) + (.330 * A4Cooperation) + (-.176 * C5SelfDiscipline) +
(.238 * E4ActivityLevel) + (.341 * E5ExcitementSeeking) + (.234 * N2Anger) + (.222 *
O3Emotionality) + (-.246 * O6Liberalism) + 2.494
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Table 7: IPIP Distraction (Backwards)
DV = Distracted

Model 1
p
β

IV1: A2 Morality
IV2: A4 Cooperation
IV3: C5 Self Discipline
IV4: E4 Activity Level
IV5: E5 Excitement Seeking
IV6: N2 Anger
IV7: O3 Emotionality
IV8: O6 Liberalism

-.599
.330
-.176
.238
.341
.234
.222
-.246

<.001
.013
.048
.036
.003
.017
.037
<.001

R2
.251
F(8, 318) = 13.332, p < .001
Aggression
Several multiple regression algorithms were run to find a model that best explains
predictors of aggressive driving. The backward regression accounted for 29.6 percent of the
aggressive driving score (R² = .296, R² Adjusted = .283, F(6, 316)=22.1534, p < .001). The
independent variables were Dutifulness, Artistic Interests, Anger, Self-Discipline, Morality, and
Self-Efficacy. Ultimately backward regression was the best fit because it had the highest R².
The coefficients in the backward model were A2 Morality, C1 Self-Efficacy, C3
Dutifulness, C5 Self Discipline, N2 Anger, and O2 Artistic Interests and were found to be
significant predictors of aggressive driving. A higher score in following coefficients would lower
the distraction score by the beta (Self- Discipline = -.176, Morality = -.599, Liberalism = -.246).
A higher score in the following coefficient would raise the distraction score by the beta
(Cooperation = .330, Activity Level = .238, Excitement Seeking = .341), Anger = .234,
Emotionality = .222).
The regression equation is below:
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Aggression = (-.220 * A2Morality) + (.216 * C1SelfEfficacy) + (.137 * C3Dutifulness) + (-.143
* C5SelfDiscipline) + (.211 * N2Anger) + (-.078 * O2ArtisticInterest) + 1.999

Table 8: IPIP Aggression (Backwards)
DV = Aggression

Model 1
p
-.220 <.001
.216
<.001
.137
.027
-.143 <.001
.211
<.001
-.078 .034
β

IV1: A2 Morality
IV2: C1 Self-Efficacy
IV3: C3Dutifulness
IV4: C5 Self Discipline
IV5: N2 Anger
IV6: O2 Artistic Interests

R2
.296
F(6, 316) = 22.1534, p < .001
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to determine the role that personality plays in distracted and
aggressive driving behaviors. Using the IPIP NEO PI-R, we ran bivariate correlations and found
that four out of the five personality traits had a significant relationship with both distracted and
aggressive driving (Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Neuroticism). Nineteen
out of the thirty IPIP NEO PI-R subscales were significantly associated with distracted driving,
and sixteen out of the thirty IPIP NEO PI-R subscales were associated with aggressive driving
behaviors. It is interesting to note that each of the five personality traits had at least 3 out of 6 of
their subscales show a significant relationship with distracted and aggressive driving. We took a
deeper dive into the IPIP subscales by running multiple linear regressions to determine which
facets of these personality traits were responsible for those relationships. We also investigated
how significant of a role distracted, and aggressive driving behaviors play in accident
involvement. Unexpectedly, no relationship was found between accident involvement and
distracted and aggressive driving behaviors.
Personality and Distracted Driving
The significant relationship observed between Agreeableness and distracted driving
behaviors is consistent with previous literature (Niranjan et al., 2022; Parr et al., 2016); however,
inconsistent with other literature (Lansdown, 2012). In order to determine which aspects of
Agreeableness are responsible for the relationship, we ran a backward regression analysis on the
IPIP subscales. The results indicate that subscales Morality and Cooperation are the facets of
Agreeableness that contribute the most to distracted driving behaviors. Since individuals with
higher levels of morality have a greater understanding of right and wrong, it is possible that
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participants who scored higher in morality might be more inclined to follow the law (Ellemer &
Van Den Bos, 2012). This provides evidence that supports Hypothesis 1, stating that
Agreeableness is significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors. These findings
suggest that future research is necessary to determine the extent to which Morality and
Cooperation impact the relationship between Agreeableness and distracted driving.
Conscientiousness and distracted driving behaviors also have a significant relationship
with one another. This is consistent with some previous literature (Niranjan et al., 2022;
Lansdown, 2012), while other literature contradicts this (Parr et al., 2016; Braitman & Braitman,
2017). The regression analysis suggests that subscale Self Discipline is the facet of
Conscientiousness that contributes the most to distracted driving behaviors. It could be inferred
that participants who scored higher in Self Discipline exhibit less distracted driving behaviors
because they have more self-control and are able to keep their responses in check (Duckworth &
Seligman, 2006). These findings provide evidence that supports Hypothesis 2, stating that
Conscientiousness is significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors. These results
allude to the need for further examination to determine what aspects of Conscientiousness are
significantly related to distracted driving.
There is a significant relationship between Extraversion and distracted driving behavior,
which expands on previous findings on Extraversion and distracted driving (Parr et al., 2016;
Braitman & Braitman, 2017; Lansdown, 2012; Niranjan et al., 2022). Despite all of the subscales
for Extraversion being significantly related to distracted driving, the regression analyses reveal
only subscales Activity Level and Excitement Seeking as the facets of Extraversion that
contributed the most to distracted driving behaviors. Many other studies have also seen that
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higher levels of excitement-seeking result in more risky driving behaviors (Oltedal & Rundmo,
2006; Hatfield & Fernandes, 2009; Paaver et al., 2006 ; Zuckerman, 1994). These results provide
evidence that supports Hypothesis 3, stating that Extraversion is significantly associated with
distracted driving behaviors. This outcome indicates further investigation should be conducted to
establish what parts of Extraversion are significantly related to distracted driving.
Neuroticism and distracted driving behavior have a significant relationship, which is
consistent with previous literature (Niranjan et al, 2022). The results of the regression analysis
show that subscale Anger is the facet of Neuroticism that contributed the most to distracted
driving behaviors. Higher scores on the Anger subscale may predict increased distracted driving
behaviors because arguing with someone on the phone or in the car can be considered a form of
distraction (Precht et al., 2017). This provides evidence that supports Hypothesis 4, stating that
Neuroticism is significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors. These findings suggest
that research should continue to be conducted to evaluate what facets of Neuroticism are
significantly related to distracted driving.
No significant relationship was found between the larger trait Openness and distracted
driving behaviors, which is consistent with previous literature (Niranjan, 2022). However, three
of the Openness subscales were significantly related to distracted driving. The regression
analysis indicates that two of those same Openness subscales, Emotionality and Liberalism, are
the facets that contribute the most to distracted driving. Emotionality during a conversation can
lead to increased levels of distracted driving (Young et al., 2007). Emotionality was also seen to
have a strong association with risk taking (Sween et al., 2017). While Openness did not have a
significant correlation to distracted driving, two of the Openness subscales still ended up making
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it into the final regression model. This leads us to believe that the subscales of the personality
traits may be better tools for determining the relationship between personality and distracted
driving. These results provide evidence that supports Hypothesis 5, stating that Openness would
be significantly associated with distracted driving behaviors. Further examination is necessary to
discover why aspects of the trait Openness are responsible for its relationship with distracted
driving instead of trait Openness as a whole.
Personality and Aggressive Driving
Bivariate correlations for the IPIP revealed significant positive correlations between
aggressive driving and subscales C1: Self-Efficacy, E1: Friendliness, E5: Excitement Seeking,
E6: Cheerfulness, N1: Anxiety, N2: Anger, N3: Depression, N5: Immoderation, and O1:
Imagination. These significant positive correlations with Excitement Seeking, Anxiety, Anger,
Depression, and Immoderation are consistent with previous findings (Velazquez & Mouloua,
2021). The correlations also showed significant negative correlations between aggressive driving
and subscales A2: Morality, A4: Cooperation, A5: Modesty, C5: Self Discipline, C6:
Cautiousness, O2: Artistic Interests, and O4: Adventurousness. The significant negative
correlations between Cooperation, Self Discipline, and Cautiousness and aggressive driving are
also seen in previous literature (Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021).
There is a significant relationship between Agreeableness and aggressive driving
behaviors, which is consistent with previous literature (Anitei et al., 2014; Britt & Garrity, 2006,
Chraif et al., 2016; Dahlen al., 2012; Harris et al., 2014; Iancu et al., 2016; Jovanović et al.,
2011; Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021). The results of the backward regression analysis suggest that
the subscale Morality is the facet of Agreeableness that contribute the most to aggressive driving
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behaviors. As we saw with distracted driving, people with higher levels of morality understand
right from wrong and may be less likely to break the law (Ellemer & Van Den Bos, 2012).
Therefore, they probably would not participate in as many aggressive driving behaviors. These
results provide evidence that supports Hypothesis 6, stating that Agreeableness is significantly
associated with aggressive driving behaviors. The outcome indicates that further examination
should be conducted to establish what parts of Agreeableness are significantly related to
aggressive driving.
Similarly, there was a significant relationship between Conscientiousness and aggressive
driving behaviors, which is consistent with previous findings (Britt & Garrity, 2006; Harris et al.,
2014; Anitei et al., 2014; Jovanović et al., 2011; Chraif et al., 2016). The results of the regression
analyses indicate that subscales Self-Efficacy, Dutifulness, and Self Discipline are the facets of
Conscientiousness that contribute the most to aggressive driving behaviors. Self-Efficacy refers
to someone’s confidence in their ability to succeed at a task (Bandura & Locke, 2003). It is
possible that participants who reported higher levels of Self-Efficacy might feel more confident
in their abilities to exhibit aggressive driving behaviors while driving. Similar to what we saw
with distracted driving, a participant who has higher levels of Self Discipline may have more
control over their responses in aggressive driving situations. These results provide evidence that
supports Hypothesis 7, stating that Conscientiousness is significantly associated with aggressive
driving behaviors. This suggests that further investigation should be conducted to determine
which parts of Conscientiousness are significantly related to aggressive driving.
Additionally, our findings also indicated that extroversion had a positive relationship with
aggressive driving behaviors. Participants who had higher scores on Extraversion led to more
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aggressive driving behaviors. These findings are consistent with previous research (Britt &
Garrity, 2006; Harris et al., 2014). However, other researchers did not report similar patterns of
results (Chraif et al., 2016; Dahlen et al., 2012; Anitei et al., 2014). Despite Extraversion and
three of its subscales each having a significant relationship with aggressive driving, none of its
subscales were included in the final regression model. This could mean that Extraversion is not
one of the major contributors to aggressive driving behavior. These results provide evidence that
does not support Hypothesis 8, stating that Extraversion is significantly associated with
aggressive driving behaviors. This suggests that future research should be conducted to
determine why the trait Extraversion was significantly correlated to aggressive driving, yet none
of the Extraversion subscales were included in the final regression model.
There is a significant relationship between Neuroticism and aggressive driving behavior,
which is consistent with previous literature (Anitei et al., 2014; Chraif et al., 2016; Dahlen et al.,
2012; Iancu et al., 2016; Jovanović et al., 2011; Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021). The regression
analyses indicate that subscale Anger is the facet of Neuroticism that contributes the most to
aggressive driving behaviors. Trait anger was seen to have a relationship with aggressive driving
behaviors in other studies as well (Deffenbacher et al., 2003, Ge et al., 2014, Nesbit et al., 2007;
Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021). These findings provide evidence that supports Hypothesis 9,
stating that Neuroticism is significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors. The results
indicated that the relationship between the Neuroticism subscales and aggressive driving
behaviors should continue to be explored.
There is no significant relationship between the larger trait of Openness and aggressive
driving behaviors. This result is consistent with previous literature (Britt & Garrity, 2006; Chraif
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et al., 2016; Dahlen et al., 2012; Jovanović et al., 2011). Despite this, three of the Openness
subscales have a significant relationship with aggressive driving. The results of the regression
analysis reveal that subscale Artistic Interests is the facet of Openness that contributed the most
to aggressive driving behaviors. These results provided evidence that supports Hypothesis 10,
stating that Openness is significantly associated with aggressive driving behaviors. This finding
is not consistent with previous literature (Britt & Garrity, 2006; Chraif et al., 2016; Dahlen et al.,
2012; Jovanović et al., 2011). Openness is not significantly correlated to aggressive driving, and
this is further evidence that facets of these personality traits may be more responsible for
aggressive driving behaviors than the larger personality traits themselves. These findings imply
that future research should be done to determine why the trait Openness is not found to be
significantly correlated to aggressive driving, and yet a facet of Openness is still a component of
the model.
Accident Involvement and Risky Driving
Bivariate correlations were performed for Accident Involvement and distracted driving
behaviors. The relationship between Accident Involvement and distracted driving was not
significant. These results do not support Hypothesis 11, stating that distracted driving is
significantly associated with accident involvement. Similarly, Bivariate correlations were
performed for Accident Involvement and aggressive driving behaviors. The correlation between
Accident Involvement and aggressive driving was not significant. This finding was not in line
with previous research that found aggressive driving had a significant relationship to accident
involvement (Dahlen et al., 2012; WHO, 2021; Klauer et al., 2006; Wang et al., 1996; Goodwin
et al., 2015; Deffenbacher et al., 1994). These results do not support Hypothesis 12, stating that
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aggressive driving is significantly associated with accident involvement. Subsequent analysis
showed that accident involvement was significantly related to age. This indicated that older
participants had more accident involvement than younger participants. It is possible that since
our population consisted of mostly young college participants, we did not see as much reported
accident involvement as we hypothesized. This finding is not supported by previous findings
(Finn & Bragg, 1986; Chang & Yeh, 2007).
Theoretical and practical implications
The theoretical implications of this study contribute to the scientific knowledge about
personality factors and how they impact distracted driving and aggressive driving behaviors. Our
findings add to the expansion of scientific knowledge because they suggest that personality
subscales may be more responsible for driving behavior than the larger personality traits alone.
These findings support previous literature on the significant relationship between
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness, and Extraversion, and distracted
driving behaviors (Parr et al., 2016; Braitman & Braitman., 2017; Lansdown, 2012; Niranjan et
al., 2022). These results also supported previous literature on the significant relationship
between Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness (Dahlen et al.,
2012; Anitei et al., 2014; Jovanovic et al., 2011; Harris et al., 2014; Chraif et al., 2016). Despite
it being out of the scope of our research, we did notice that distracted and aggressive driving
behaviors have a strong positive correlation. Not only that, but 14 out of the 16 personality
subscales exhibited the same correlations with aggressive and distracted driving. This could
suggest that aggressive driving and distracted driving may have more in common than previously
thought. The findings from this study have implications for various theories of attention in
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distraction because we were able to see which parts of a personality had strong relationships with
distracted driving behaviors. In addition, it also has implications for working memory in the role
of distracted driving. Previous studies have noted negative effects on driving performance when
working memory load increases (Louie & Mouloua, 2019). This could explain why doing
something that involves thought while driving can impact driving behavior. While physical
things can cause distractions, cognitive processes can contribute to just as many distractions
(Louie & Mouloua, 2019). One study found that 61% of distracted driving accidents came from
being lost in thought, while only 14% accounted for cell phone use (Insurance, 2018).
The practical implications of this study could revolutionize driver training and the use of
risky driving software. The knowledge about which personality traits could influence accidents,
driver distractions, and driver aggression could impact the direction of driver training. Knowing
how personality impacts driver behavior could lead to the advancement in traffic safety that
could greatly benefit society. Driving education courses could determine which personality traits
lead to distracted and aggressive driving tendencies and tailor a curriculum that’s better at
preventing these problematic behaviors. Knowing the relationship between personality and
aggressive or distracted driving behaviors could benefit public safety because it could become
customary for people with jobs requiring driving, such as construction workers and bus drivers,
to take personality tests to establish who is right for the job. If deemed ethical, companies could
also require their employees to download an app that detects risky driver behavior or incorporate
the use of dashboard cameras. Insurance companies could also use this same tactic to offer
financial incentives to those who exhibit less risky driving behaviors. Determining what impact
cell phone usage has on distracted driving and car crashes can encourage better legislation. Not
every state has laws prohibiting drivers from using their phones while driving; data finding a
40

significant correlation between cellphone usage and distracted driving tendencies could influence
future laws. A study on laws prohibiting texting and driving found that there was a 3% reduction
in fatalities when the laws forbid sending messages while operating a motor vehicle (Ferdinand
et al., 2014). A car that detects emotion could be an effective tool in preventing road rage by
only allowing individuals who are in the right emotional state to operate a vehicle.
Limitations
One of the major limitations of this study is that most of the participants came from the
University SONA System, and because of that, the demographic is skewed. The majority of
participants all live in Central Florida, and there was not much variety in the ages of the
participants. The self-reported nature of the survey is a limitation of this study because it is
impossible to be sure if what the participant is reporting is accurate to their behaviors. Survey
fraud is another limitation due to the possibility of the participant completing the survey to
receive SONA credit and not give honest answers. The length of the study may have caused
participants to abandon it and not continue. The surveys were organized in a way to avoid fatigue
as much as possible. However, the length of the study could have resulted in respondents not
completing it or not answering the questions thoughtfully. Attention checks should have been
included in the survey to be sure participants were not just carelessly responding. Another
limitation of this study is its correlational design. Correlation does not necessarily equal
causation, and because of this, our study only establishes association and not a causal
relationship. Our study had a cross-sectional design, and because of this, we were only able to
determine relationships between two variables and not why that relationship occurs.
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Future Research
Future research should examine the five factors of a personality (Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Neuroticism, and Openness) in a multifaceted light. Despite
trait Openness not being correlated to either distracted or aggressive driving, subscales of
Openness were still included in both regression models. This shows that more research needs to
be conducted to determine the relationship between the facets of personality traits and distracted
and aggressive driving behaviors. Another avenue could be to look into the relationship between
the facets of a personality and specific driving behaviors like speeding, texting and driving, or
tailgating.
Due to the age group of our participants being skewed, future research could evaluate
how the relationship between personality and distracted and aggressive driving changes across
age groups. Future investigators would be advised to use longitudinal research because the
evaluation of the same sample over a long period of time could give us more insight into why the
relationship between personality and distracted or aggressive driving occurs. Look into
predictors that could mediate the relationship between personality and distracted and aggressive
driving. Future research should continue to investigate the relationship between accidents and
distracted and aggressive driving. Despite not finding anything significant in this study, previous
research has seen a strong connection between accident involvement and driving behavior.
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APPENDIX A:
BIG FIVE PERSONALITY INVENTORY
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(John et al., 1991, 2008; Benet -Martinez & John, 1998; Velazquez &
Mouloua, 2021)
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APPENDIX B:
DRIVER BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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(Reaso n et al., 1990; Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021).
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APPENDIX C:
DISTRACTED DRIVING QUESTIONNAIRE
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Distracted Driving Questionnaire (Gliklich et al., 2016).

How often do you partake in these behaviors while driving over a week-long period, 0-7 days in
the last week?

1. Drinking a cold beverage
2. Eating
3. Talking/singing while no other passengers are present
4. Reaching without taking your eyes off the road
5. Driving lost in thought
6. Talking on a “hands-held” cell phone
7. Talking on a “hands-free” cell phone
8. Using a GPS navigation system
9. Sending a text message on a cell phone
10. Receiving a text message on a cell phone
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APPENDIX D:
120 ITEM INTERNATIONAL PERSONALITY ITEM POOL- NEO
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IPIP NEO PI-R
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as
you are and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your
responses will be kept in absolute confidence (Maples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014; Velazquez
& Mouloua, 2021).

Indicate for each statement whether it is 1. Very Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither
Accurate Nor Inaccurate, 4. Moderately Accurate, or 5. Very Accurate as a description of you.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Worry about things
Make friends easily
Have a vivid imagination
Trust others
Complete tasks successfully
Get angry easily
Love large parties
Like order
Often feel blue
Take charge
Experience my emotions intensely
Make people feel welcome
Am easily intimidated
Am always busy
Often eat too much
Love excitement
Radiate joy
Tend to vote for liberal political candidates
Sympathize with the homeless
Fear the worst
Warm-up quickly to others
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Enjoy wild flights of fantasy
Believe that others have good intentions
Excel in what I do
Get irritated easily
Talk to a lot of different people at parties
Like to tidy up
Dislike myself
Try to lead others
Keep my promises
Am always on the go
Work hard
Seek adventure
Have a lot of fun
Feel sympathy for those who are worse off than myself
Am afraid of many things
Feel comfortable around people
Love to daydream
Trust what people say
Handle tasks smoothly
See beauty in things that others might not notice
Use flattery to get ahead
Am often down in the dumps
Love to help others
Find it difficult to approach others
Do a lot in my spare time
Love action
Start tasks right away
Feel that I’m unable to deal with things
Get stressed easily
Act comfortably with others
Like to get lost in thought
Have a low opinion of myself
Am concerned about others
Tell the truth
Can manage many things at the same time
Go on binges
Believe in one true religion
Suffer from others’ sorrows
Jump into things without thinking
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61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99

Lose my temper
Know how to get around the rules
Take control of things
Prefer to stick with things that I know
Do more than what’s expected of me
Enjoy being reckless
Believe that I am better than others
Love life
Tend to vote for conservative political candidates
Am not interested in other people’s problems
Make rash decisions
Know how to get things done
Rarely get irritated
Do not like art
Cheat to get ahead
Wait for others to lead the way
Seldom get emotional
Dislike changes
Love a good fight
Set high standards for myself and others
Rarely overindulge
Am not interested in abstract ideas
Think highly of myself
Find it difficult to get down to work
Remain calm under pressure
Distrust people
Do not like poetry
Leave a mess in my room
Am not affected by my emotions
Break my promises
Am not embarrassed easily
Don’t like the idea of change
Yell at people
Avoid philosophical discussions
Have a high opinion of myself
Laugh aloud
Rush into things
Don’t like crowded events
Do not enjoy going to art museums
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100 Leave my belongings around
101 Get others to do my duties
102 Insult people
103 Am not highly motivated to succeed
104 Am able to control my cravings
105 Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas
106 Need a push to get started
107 Know how to cope
108 Avoid crowds
109 Take advantage of others
110 Experience very few emotional highs and lows
111 Turn my back on others
112 Get back at others
113 Am not interested in theoretical discussions
114 Have difficulty starting tasks
115 Act without thinking
116 Am able to stand up for myself
117 Am attached to conventional ways
118 Make myself the center of attention
119 Am calm even in tense situations
120 Like to stand during the national anthem

54

APPENDIX E:
AGGRESSIVE DRIVING BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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Aggressive Driving Behavior Questionnaire
(Mouloua et al., 2007; Velazquez & Mouloua, 2021)
Directions: Circle the response (1 thru 6) that most accurately describes how often you perform
the behaviors specified in the items below.
1.Never, 2. Hardly at all, 3. Occasionally, 4. Often, 5. Quite frequently, 6. Nearly all the time.

1. You become agitated or enraged when other drivers impede you, aren’t paying attention,
or drive poorly around you on the road.
1

2

3

4

5

6

2. You travel above the speed limit, even if you have more than enough time to reach your
destination.
1

2

3

4

5

6

3. When other drivers do get on your nerves, how often do you think negatively of them
without reacting verbally?
1

2

3

4

5

6

4. You think that other drivers just aren’t thinking or paying enough attention when they
anger you with their driving.
1

2

3

4

5

6

5. When other drivers annoy or anger you, you try to think positively or just accept there are
frustrating situations while driving.
1

2

3

4
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5

6

6. In cases where you know you can get away with it, you have no problem breaking minor
laws or rules.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7. When another driver angers you while on the road you follow very close (tailgate) or
otherwise try to scare them.
1

2

3

4

5

6

5

6

8. You give the finger to drivers who annoy or anger you.
1

2

3

4

9. When another driver angers you while on the road you shout verbal insults towards them,
even if they cannot hear you.
1

2

3

4

5

6

10. You stick your tongue out or make faces at drivers that annoy you or make you mad.
1

2

3

4

5

6

11. You drive intoxicated even when you realize that you may be over the legal limit.
1

2

3

4

5

6

12. When another driver angers you at night you shine your brights in their rearview mirror.
1

2

3

4

5

6

13. You find being stuck in traffic or behind a slow driver especially annoying.
1

2

3

4

5

6

14. When another driver angers you while on the road you attempt to revenge them.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

15. You find drivers that are impatient (ex. Weave in and out of traffic, disregard stop signs,
etc.) especially annoying.
1

2

3

4

5

6

16. While driving you fail to notice signs or other cars, misjudge other’s speed, etc.
1

2

3

4

5

6

17. You ‘wake up’ to realize that you have no clear recollection of the road along which you
have just traveled.
1

2

3

4

5

6

4

5

6

18. You take chances and run through red lights.
1

2

3

19. If another driver is following too closely you slow down or hit your breaks to get them to
back off.
1

2

3

4

5

6

5

6

20. You shake your head at a driver who annoys you.
1

2

3

4
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APPENDIX F:
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX G:
RECRUITMENT DOCUMENT
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Hello,

We are searching for participants willing to take part in a study for an Undergraduate Honors in
Major Thesis research project. The study is taken completely online, comprised of six
questionnaires, and should take about 1 hour to complete.
You must be 18 years of age or older and hold a valid driver’s license to take part in this research
study. All research is being performed with the supervision of Dr. Mustapha Mouloua.
If interested in participating, please use this anonymous link:
https://ucf.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bgrA94JKngHWJAa
The link will be in the description of this post and in the undergraduate researcher’s bio for
convenience.
If you have any questions, please send an email to holcomb.alyssa1@knights.ucf.edu

Kind regards,

Alyssa Holcomb
Undergraduate Researcher at University of Central Florida
Orlando, FL, 32820
holcomb.alyssa1@knights.ucf.edu

Dr. Mustapha Mouloua
Faculty Supervisor, Department of Psychology
mustapha.mouloua@ucf.edu.

UCF Main Campus Office: PSY307
Phone: (407) 484-4800
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